• Approaches to enhance altruism can positively impact individuals and societies.
Egoistic theories of altruism posit that some degree of self-interest exists in all altruistic behavior; for example, Hamilton's (1964a Hamilton's ( , 1964b theory of inclusive fitness proposes that altruistic behavior is due to a desire to ensure the survival of one's genes. More recently, Rachlin (2002) has proposed that an altruist integrates the values of delayed, positive outcomes that result from a series of altruistic acts in a society governed by norms of reciprocity. Rachlin posits that the altruist delays (small) immediate gratification associated with selfish acts for (large) delayed gratification associated with altruistic acts. In other words, altruism is a form of self-control (other prominent scientists have also explored the conceptual and practical similarities between self-control and altruism; Ainslie, 1992; Boyer, 2008; Read, 2001) .
Informed by the literature on delay discounting as a measure of selfcontrol, Rachlin and Jones (2008) developed a binary choice procedure that ostensibly measures altruism by quantifying the rate at which an individual discounts a reward for others. This assessment of social discounting refers to the reduction in the subjective value of an outcome for another individual as a function of the social distance, where a high rate of social discounting indicates that rewards quickly lose value as social distance increases (diminished altruism), while a low rate of social discounting indicates that rewards maintain value as social distance increases (enhanced altruism).
Recent research on social discounting as an index of altruism indicates predicted relations with relevant real-world behaviors. Adolescent boys who exhibit aggression and bullying have exaggerated preference for outcomes for the self (compared to those without behavior problems; Sharp et al., 2012) , resulting in high rates of social discounting. Also, pregnant women who continue smoking during pregnancy (resulting in potential health consequences to the baby) have higher rates of social discounting than women who quit upon discovering their pregnancy (Bradstreet et al., 2012) .
Given these relations, approaches to reduce social discounting may have a positive impact on engagement in altruistic behaviors. Though established approaches to reducing social discounting are limited, the extensive literature on approaches to enhance self-control can inform approaches to enhance altruism. For the purpose of the present research, we consider the evidence on episodic future thinking (see reviews in Atance & O'Neill, 2001; Schacter, Addis, & Buckner, 2008) . Episodic future thinking refers to the use of prospective imagery to concretely imagine oneself in future scenarios, and a developing body of evidence indicates that engagement in episodic future thinking reduces delay discounting (Daniel, Stanton, & Epstein, 2013a , 2013b Lin & Epstein, 2014; Peters & Büchel, 2010) . Applied to altruism, the use of prospective imagery to concretely imagine oneself in the scenarios of others could reduce social discounting. Indeed, previous research indicates that episodic simulations can enhance behaviors associated with altruism (Turner & Crisp, 2010; Turner, Crisp, & Lambert, 2007; see review in Gaesser, 2013) . However, this body of research typically involves the impact of situation-specific simulations on intentions of behavior in those situations; for example, Gaesser and Schacter (2014) examined whether imagining helping someone in need increased intention to help that person. The first study reported here examined whether concrete, situation-independent imagery of another individual, rather than imagining altruistic behaviors one might exhibit towards that individual, increased altruism.
Study 1
The first study is a conceptual replication of the research examining episodic future thinking on delay discounting, applied to social discounting. Across two sessions, participants engaged in episodic thinking about others (experimental condition) or themselves (control condition) while completing a social discounting task.
Method

Participants
Fifty undergraduate psychology students at the University of Maryland enrolled in the study for course credit. The recruitment target was informed by previous work (e.g., Peters & Büchel, 2010) as well as our ongoing work examining the effect of similar construal manipulations on delay discounting. Approximately half of the participants were randomized to experience the experimental condition first, with the remaining participants experiencing the control condition first. Data from five participants were excluded due to the following reasons: participant failed to follow instructions (three), research staff error (one), or data violated Johnson and Bickel's (2008) guidelines for systematic discounting (one). One participant provided usable data for only one (control) condition, and data in that condition was retained. Forty-four remaining participants provided complete datasets.
Materials
Participants were given the following instructions, necessary for completion of the social discounting and episodic thinking tasks:
The following experiment asks you to imagine that you have made a list of the 100 people closest to you in the world ranging from your dearest friend or relative at position #1 to a mere acquaintance at #100. The person at number one would be someone you know well and is your closest friend or relative. The person at #100 might be someone you recognize and encounter but perhaps you may not even know their name.
You do not have to physically create the list -just imagine that you have done so.
1.1.2.1. Social discounting task. A computerized, titrating binary choice social discounting task, informed by Rachlin and Jones (2008) and using the algorithm of Du and colleagues (Du, Green, & Myerson, 2002) , was administered to determine the subjective values of hypothetical money to be given to someone else at the following social distances: rank order of 1, 10, 20, and 100. In each trial, two outcomes were presented on the screen: $100 for the "other" and a smaller amount for the self. The alternative for the self was titrated across six trials to determine the subjective values (i.e., indifference points) at each specific social distance. On the first of six trials at each social distance, the amount for the self was $50. If the amount for the other was selected, the amount for the self was increased on the subsequent trial to $75; if the amount for the self was selected, this amount was decreased to $25. Over the remaining trials at each social distance, the amount for the self was increased or decreased in this manner, by half of the previous adjustment (e.g., 12.5% increase/decrease for trial 3). The indifference point (i.e., the present subjective value of the amount for the other) was calculated as the amount for the self following the sixth trial.
Before the start of the trials associated with each social distance, a block of episodic thinking questions was administered, using the same social distance qualifier (in the experimental condition only). The different "others," representing different social distances, were presented in increasing order.
1.1.2.2. Episodic thinking conditions. Experimental condition: Participants completed four blocks of paper-and-pencil episodic thinking questions, designed to prime episodic, concrete thinking about another person. Each block was comprised of five fill-in-the-blank questions regarding specific events/activities (having lunch, visiting a website, engaging in a leisurely activity, and completing a task) of an "other", rank ordered according to subjective closeness, at each of the following social distances: 1, 10, 20, 100. Some example questions were "What did/will this person have for lunch today?", "Where did/will this person have lunch today?", and "What did/will this person drink at lunch today?" The person (social distance) qualifiers coincided with the same social distances used in the social discounting task.
Control condition: Participants completed four blocks of questions as in the experimental condition, with the exception that questions were regarding activities of the self (e.g., "What did/will you have for lunch today?", "Where did/will you have lunch today?", and "What did/will you drink at lunch today?"). The questions were identical to the experimental condition, with the exception of the person qualifier (self rather than other). See Appendix A for all episodic thinking questions in both experimental and control conditions.
Procedure
In a repeated-measures design, participants completed two 30-minute laboratory sessions separated by one week. Order was counterbalanced, such that half of the participants were randomly assigned to receive the sessions in the experimental-control order and half in the control-experimental order. In each session, the four blocks of episodic thinking questions were interweaved with the four social distances of the social discounting task. For example, in the experimental condition, a block of five episodic thinking questions about person #1 was followed by assessment of social discounting for person #1; in the control condition, a block of five episodic thinking questions about the self was followed by assessment of social discounting for person #1. During each session, participants completed either the experimental or control episodic thinking manipulation, along with the computerized social discounting task. All measures and manipulations are fully reported here.
Analytic Plan
Manipulation check
To ensure that participants were able to engage in episodic thinking, two raters blind to condition and hypothesis coded each response from both episodic thinking manipulations on a 7-point scale, ranging from 1 (completely abstract) to 7 (completely concrete). Correlations between raters were positive and significant in both experimental (r[41] = 0.39, 95% CI: (0.09, 0.62]) and control (r[41] = 0.67, 95% CI: (0.46, 0.86)) conditions. Overall mean concreteness ratings were calculated for each condition by taking the mean of the raters' individual means within condition. Given the good inter-rater reliability, the concreteness ratings from the two raters were averaged for each discounting task completed. Overall, participants answered questions concretely, with high mean concreteness ratings in both experimental and control conditions (5.72, s = .42 vs. 5.81, s = .33, difference = 0.09, 95% CI: (−0.06, 0.23)).
Social discounting
Nonlinear regression was used to obtain estimated social discounting parameters for each participant under each condition, based on Rachlin and Ranieri's (1992) hyperbolic function:
, where V d is the discounted value of an outcome, V is the undiscounted value, N is social distance rank, and s is the measure of social discounting. Low values of s indicate a shallow rate of social discounting (slow loss of value resulting from social distance, i.e., enhanced altruism). Social discounting rates (s) were natural logarithm transformed, ln(s), in order to normalize the distribution. These transformed social discount rates were analyzed using a repeatedmeasures analysis of variance (ANOVA), with episodic thinking condition (experimental: others vs. control: self) as a within-individual factor, order (experimental-control vs. control-experimental) as an among-individual condition, and their interaction. An exchangeable (a.k.a. compound symmetric) covariance structure was used to model the within-individual covariance. Effect sizes (η 2 G ) were computed as in Olejnik and Algina (2003) . These analyses were conducted using SAS/STAT® software, Version 9.4. Table 1 summarizes participant demographics, which were not associated with social discounting and not included in the main analysis. Table 2 reports social discounting descriptive statistics. Goodness-offit of the hyperbolic discounting model to the data was assessed with R 2 and root mean squared error (RMSE). R 2 is a biased goodness-of-fit measure frequently reported in delay discounting and social discounting literature, and though not appropriate for nonlinear regressions (Johnson & Bickel, 2008) , it is reported here for consistency with the established literature (X R 2 ¼ :73; SD R 2 ¼ :32Þ. RMSE was X RMSE ¼ : 10 8 
Results
Discussion
The present study examined the effect of episodic thinking about others, compared to episodic thinking about the self, on a measure of altruism: social discounting. The a priori hypothesis, that social discounting would be reduced following episodic thinking about others, was partially supported. The predicted difference was observed only when participants were first exposed to the control condition followed by exposure to the experimental condition; no similar effect was observed when participants were first exposed to the experimental condition followed by exposure to the control condition. This interaction of episodic thinking and order of exposure is not wholly unexpected. Indeed, the counterbalancing of order was specifically to address this possibility. Unfortunately, because previous literature using repeated-measures in episodic future thinking (e.g., Gaesser & Schacter, 2014) cannot directly address the duration of shifts resulting from an episodic thinking manipulation, we cannot be certain what aspect of the non-independence of observations across the experimental and control conditions resulted in this interaction. However, we believe the most likely explanation for this pattern of results is a carryover effect of the experimental (episodic future thinking of others) condition.
For the order in which the expected effect was observed (control-experimental), the initial exposure to the control condition (episodic thinking of the self) essentially constitutes an absence of a manipulation, as self-and present-bias are the default functioning for most people (Malkoc, Zauberman, & Bettman, 2010) . Thus exposure to episodic thinking of others in the second session constitutes a shift away from default functioning, resulting in a change in social discounting. In contrast, for the order in which the expected effect was not observed (experimental-control), the initial exposure to the experimental condition would result in a change in social discounting. A carryover effect of this shift could then impact social discounting in the second session, despite the manipulation intended to restore default functioning in that session. Malkoc and Zauberman observed a similar "lingering effect of mental representation" (2006, p. 620) on time horizon (associated with delay discounting) and note that a form of blocking (Kamin, 1969; Rescorla & Wagner, 1972 ) could explain such a phenomenon. In proposing this explanation for the order effect, we do not believe it is likely that a session 1 experimental manipulation maintained its effect during the one-week wait until session 2. Rather, we hypothesize that the unique physical environment of the experimental context served as a discriminative stimulus for the experimental episodic thinking manipulations of the present study. Independent of this possibility, the significant interaction of episodic thinking and order in the present study highlights the significance of the relative timing of episodic thinking of others and how such thinking would result in increased altruism.
Study 2
To clarify the presence of the effect of the experimental versus control conditions observed in study 1, without the presence of the order effect, an independent-group design study comparing these conditions was conducted. In order to enhance generalization, participants in study 2 were recruited nationally using online procedures.
Method
Participants
Three hundred and thirty nine (339) Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) workers were recruited and enrolled. Amazon MTurk is an online marketplace where individuals can complete tasks in exchange for monetary compensation. The substantially larger enrolled sample relative to study 1 was intended to counterbalance the likely reduction in statistical power in this independent-group design study using a slightly abbreviated social discounting procedure, and the potential for relatively elevated error variance resulting from the MTurk sample. Participants were at least 18 years of age and from the Unites States. All participants received $0.25 for completing this 5-10 minute study, as well as being entered into a raffle with a 1% chance to receive a bonus of $10. Data from 64 participants were excluded due to the following reasons: participant failed to follow instructions (42), participants provided fewer than 2 interpretable data points (11), or data violated Johnson and Bickel's (2008) first guideline for systematic discounting (11). Data from the remaining 275 participants were included in the analyses.
Materials
The direction given to participants to complete the social discounting and episodic thinking tasks were identical to study 1. The abbreviated social discounting task used one fewer social distance than that of study 1, with the Episodic Thinking conditions concurrently using one fewer block of questions. The binary choice procedure was non-titrating.
2.1.2.1. Social discounting task. A computerized and abbreviated version of the fixed-trial, binary choice, social discounting task of Rachlin and Jones (2008) was administered to determine the subjective values of hypothetical money to be given to someone else at the following social distances: rank order of 1, 20, and 100. In each trial, two outcomes were presented on the screen: $100 for the "other" and an amount for the self ($25, $50, $75, $100) presented in increasing order for approximately half of the participants and decreasing order for the remaining participants (randomized). The different "others," representing different social distances, were presented in increasing order.
Episodic thinking conditions. Experimental condition:
Participants completed three blocks of episodic thinking questions, designed to prime episodic, concrete thinking about another person. Each block was comprised of five fill-in-the-blank questions regarding specific events/activities (having lunch, visiting a website, engaging in a leisurely activity,) of an "other", rank ordered according to subjective closeness, at each of the following social distances: 1, 20, 100. Some example questions were "What did/will this person have for lunch today?", "Where did/will this person have lunch today?", and "What did/will this person drink at lunch today?" The person (social distance) qualifiers coincided with the same social distances used in the social discounting task.
Control condition: Participants completed three blocks of questions as in the experimental condition, with the exception that questions were regarding activities of the self (e.g., "What did/will you have for lunch today?", "Where did/will you have lunch today?", and "What did/will you drink at lunch today?"). The questions were identical to the experimental condition, with the exception of the person qualifier (self rather than other). See Appendix B for all episodic thinking questions in both experimental and control conditions.
Procedure
Before the start of the trials associated with each social distance, a block of episodic thinking questions were administered. In the experimental condition, questions regarding the "other" at social distance 1, 20, and 100 preceded assessment of social discounting at social distance 1, 20, and 100, respectively. In the control condition, discounting for all social distances were preceded by questions regarding the self. All measures and manipulations are fully reported here.
Analytic plan 2.2.1. Manipulation check
Again, two blind raters coded each response on a 7-point scale, ranging from 1 (completely abstract) to 7 (completely concrete). Correlations between raters were positive and significant in both experimental (r[131] = 0.54, 95% CI: (0.41, 0.65)) and control (r [144] = 0.54, 95% CI: (0.41, 0.65)) conditions. Overall, participants answered questions concretely, with high mean concreteness ratings in both experimental and control conditions (4.98, s = 1.31. vs. 4.94, s = 1.37, difference = 0.04, 95% CI: (−0.28, 0.36)).
Social discounting
Indifference points were calculated as the midpoint of the lowest amount for the self where the outcome for the self was selected and the highest amount for the self where the outcome for the other was selected. Indifference points for exclusive preference for the self and other were scored as $100 and $12.50, respectively. When an inconsistent pattern of responding did not allow for calculation of an indifference point, social discount rate s was calculated excluding this indifference point as long as the participant provided two usable indifference points. Participants who provided fewer than two usable indifference points were excluded from the analyses.
Means of social discounting were compared between the experimental (other) and control (self) groups with a two-sample t-test.
Results
Participant demographics (Table 1) were not found to be associated with social discounting, and not included in the main analysis. 
Discussion
Using an independent-groups design, study 2 replicated the statistically significant difference between experimental and control conditions observed in the control-experimental order of study 1. This result enhances confidence that the difference in social discounting observed as a function of episodic thinking of others is a reliable phenomenon, particularly given that the generalizability of the phenomenon is expanded in study 2 using a sample with very different demographics as the college student sample of study 1.
Despite this, a significant challenge to the interpretation of the results in studies 1 and 2 is that simply thinking about others, episodically or not, resulted in decreased social discounting. Associated with this is the possibility of experimenter demand, given that participants were directed to think about individuals at specific social distances while concurrently making choices for outcomes to those individuals. Study 3 was designed to address this alternative explanation.
Study 3
The influential Construal Level Theory (Liberman & Trope, 2008; Trope & Liberman, 2003) states that: (1) interpersonal, temporal, and other dimensions of distance can be reduced to a single dimension of psychological distance; and (2) mental representations of psychologically proximal events are characterized by concrete, low-level construal while representations of distal events are characterized by abstract, high-level construal. Synthesis of Construal Level Theory and the established literature on episodic future thinking suggests that selfcontrol is promoted by creating asynchrony of concrete construal (associated with psychological proximity) and psychologically distal (future) outcomes. If so, episodic thinking of others may promote altruism by creating asynchrony of concrete construal and psychologically distal (others') outcomes. Importantly, an extensive body of Construal Level Theory research (see review in Liberman & Trope, 2014) indicates that activation of a level of construal on one dimension of psychological distance should impact decisions on other dimensions of psychological distance. Based on this principle, episodic thinking in a domain of psychological distance other than social distance (i.e., time in the future) should still impact decision making in the domain of social distance (i.e., social discounting). Change in social discounting as a function of episodic future thinking would address the possibility that simply thinking about others resulted in decreased social discounting. Across two counterbalanced sessions, study 3 was similar to the design of study 1: participants engaged in episodic future thinking (experimental condition) or episodic present thinking (control condition) while completing a social discounting task.
Method
Participants
Fifty undergraduate psychology students at the University of Maryland enrolled in the study for course credit. Given the similar design, the recruitment target was informed by study 1. Four participants were excluded for the following reasons: did not follow directions (two), did not understand English (one), and research staff error (one). Two participants provided usable data for only one condition; this was not systematic so data in those conditions was retained. Forty-six remaining participants provide complete datasets. There was no overlap with participants in study 1.
Materials
3.1.2.1. Social discounting task. The computerized, binary choice, social discounting task was identical to the one administered in study 1, with social distances of: rank order 1, 10, 20, and 100.
3.1.2.2. Episodic Thinking conditions.. Experimental condition: Participants completed four blocks of paper-and-pencil episodic thinking questions, designed to prime episodic, concrete thinking about the future. Each block was comprised of five fill-in-the-blank questions regarding specific events/activities (having lunch, visiting a website, engaging in a leisurely activity, and completing a task) that would occur 1 week, 6 months, 1 year, and 5 years from now (e.g., "What will you have for lunch one week from today?", "Where will you have lunch one week from today?", and "What will you drink at lunch one week from today?").
Control condition: Participants completed four blocks of paper-andpencil episodic thinking questions similar to the experimental condition, with the exception that questions were regarding specific events that would occur "today" (e.g., "What did/will you have for lunch today?", Where did/will you have lunch today?", and "What did/will you drink at lunch today?"). The questions were identical to the experimental condition, with the exception of the time qualifier (future or present). See Appendix C for all episodic thinking questions in both experimental and control conditions.
Procedure
The experimental design and the assessment of social discounting were identical to study 1. The only difference was the use of episodic future thinking and episodic present thinking manipulations as the experimental and control conditions, respectively. Before the start of the trials associated with each social distance, a block of episodic thinking questions were administered. In the experimental condition, questions regarding events 1 week, 6 months, 1 year, and 5 years in the future preceded assessment of social discounting at social distance 1, 10, 20, and 100, respectively. In the control condition, discounting for all social distances were preceded by questions regarding today. All measures and manipulations are fully reported here.
Analytic plan
Manipulation check
Again, two blind raters coded each response from both episodic thinking manipulation on a 7-point scale, ranging from 1 (completely abstract) to 7 (completely concrete). Correlations between raters were positive and significant in both experimental (r[43] = 0.54, 95% CI: (0.28, 0.72)) and control (r[43] = 0.69, 95% CI: (0.49, 0.82)) conditions. Overall, participants answered questions concretely, with high mean concreteness ratings in both experimental and control conditions (5.14, s = .46 vs. 5.44, s = .32, difference = − 0.29, 95% CI: (− 0.43, −0.16)).
Social discounting
As in study 1, social discounting measures were calculated, transformed, and analyzed using repeated-measures ANOVA. The ANOVA had episodic thinking condition (experimental: future vs. control: today) as the within-individual factor and order (experimental-control vs. control-experimental) as an among-individual condition. Given the episodic thinking × order interaction observed in study 1, the same interaction was predicted a priori in study 3.
Results
Participant demographics (Table 1) were not found to be associated with social discounting and not included in the main analysis. Table 2 reports social discounting descriptive statistics. Goodness-of-fit measures were X R 2 ¼ :82; SD R 2 ¼ :20 and X RMSE ¼ :073; SD RMSE ¼ :048 . Rates of social discounting between conditions were positively correlated: Pearson's r(44) = 0.85 (95% CI: (0.75, 0.92)).
A 2 × 2 ANOVA examining the effects of condition, order, and their interaction revealed an interaction (F [1, 42] = 3.21, p = .081) that was not statistically significant, with no significant main effects (both p N .28; Fig. 1, bottom panel) . As in study 1, simple effects contrasts revealed significantly lower social discounting in the experimental condition compared to control (t[42] = 2.03, p = .048, η 2 G = .089, diff =0.57, 95% CI: (0.004, 1.13)) only when the control condition occurred first; no effect was observed conditions when the experimental conditions occurred first (t[42] = 0.50, p = .62, η 2 G = .006, diff = − 0.14, 95% CI: (−0.70, 0.42)).
Discussion
The present study examined the effect of episodic future thinking, compared to episodic present thinking, on social discounting. As with study 1, the hypothesis that social discounting would be reduced following episodic future thinking was partially supported. The pattern of results was similar to study 1, where the predicted difference was observed only when participants were first exposed to the control condition followed by exposure to the experimental condition. The fact that essentially the same pattern of results was observed across two different studies with two different episodic thinking manipulations increases the likelihood that the observed interaction is a genuine phenomenon, and we are more confident that our proposed explanation of carryover effects has merit.
More importantly, we believe the present results provide strong evidence against potential alternative explanations for the results observed in studies 1 and 2. Given that the episodic thinking manipulation of study 3 prompted participant to think about the future, the resulting decrease in social discounting cannot be due to thinking about others. Moreover, because the episodic thinking manipulation included no mention of others, it would appear to be highly unlikely that participants deciphered the study hypothesis and were responding to experimenter demand.
General discussion
The present studies provide initial evidence that shifting episodic perspective to that of others or of the future can decrease social discounting. Studies 1 and 2 specifically capitalized on insights from the related topics of episodic future thinking and delay discounting, finding that episodic thinking of others reduced social discounting.
This expands on research indicating that perspective-taking mediates altruism (Oswald, 1996; Gummerum & Hanoch, 2012 ; see review in Underwood & Moore, 1982) . Because a potentially problematic interpretation of studies 1 and 2 was that simply thinking about others reduced social discounting, study 3 examined the impact of episodic future thinking on social discounting. Consistent with a principle of Construal Level Theory, which indicates that activation of low-level construal on a temporal dimension of psychological distance should impact decisions on an interpersonal dimension of psychological distance, priming individual to think episodically about future events resulted in relative preference for outcomes to others.
We believe that the results of study 3 are particularly compelling given that the connection across various dimensions of psychological distance noted by Construal Level Theory, specifically between temporal and interpersonal dimensions, may have roots in brain structure and development. There is an expansive body of research on brain regions associated with the construction of alternative perspectives (i.e., simulation, see review in Buckner & Carroll, 2007) . Prospection (thinking about the future) and theory-of-mind (assignment of mental states to others) are forms of simulation thought to be controlled by common/contiguous regions of the brain (Gallagher & Frith, 2003; Mesulam, 2002; Saxe & Kanwisher, 2003) that emerge during the same developmental period (Perner & Ruffman, 1995) . Thus the timebased episodic thinking manipulation of study 3 not only addressed a potential challenge to the interpretation of studies 1 and 2, but also highlights a novel approach to reduce social discounting.
The qualifying condition under which we observed the predicted results warrants consideration. The condition × order interaction observed in studies 1 and 3 indicates that order impacts the effect of the manipulation. Specifically, the reduction in social discounting was observed when exposure to the experimental condition occurred second; when the experimental condition occurred first, no difference was observed between conditions. While this carryover effect may appear to be a limitation within the studies given that order complicated the results, we believe such carryover has positive implications for implementation of episodic thinking approaches to reducing social discounting. The implementation of episodic thinking approaches could capitalize on the fact that such shifts in thinking are not fleeting, and seek to expand the circumstances in which a mindset shift impacts behavior.
Some limitations of the studies are noteworthy. First, though previous research indicates no difference in social discounting of real and hypothetical rewards (Locey, Jones, & Rachlin, 2011) , we cannot definitively rule out different effects using real rewards. Second, the present series of studies did not include a condition with no episodic thinking. Our assumption was that the control condition in each study was consistent with the default level of construal and had no effect on social discounting. Moreover, we believed it was important that the different conditions be matched on some episodic thinking task. However, it is possible that all control conditions of the present studies enhanced preference for outcomes for the self, resulting in elevated social discounting in the control conditions rather than (or in conjunction with) decreased social discounting in the experimental conditions. The inclusion of a condition in future research with no episodic thinking manipulation will be able to address this question. Finally, the present study is unable to disentangle a number of factors that may constitute concrete or episodic thinking: Vividness of the imagery, precision of visuospatial details, degree of affective intensity, and other features may define concreteness. In addition, the present study is unable to rule out the possibility that simply thinking about others and/or the future (e.g., attention), independent of the episodic nature of the thought, reduces social discounting. The present study was not designed to unravel these more-nuanced features of episodic thinking, and future research should seek to determine a more precise mechanism for the increase in altruism resulting from episodic thinking of others and the future.
Despite these limitations, the present studies constitute a novel approach to the study of altruism, and provide initial evidence that innovative approaches to prospective thinking could positively impact engagement in prosocial behaviors. High rates of social discounting are associated with behaviors that result in negative consequences for others (Bradstreet et al., 2012; Sharp et al., 2012) , and approaches that reduce social discounting could impact a variety of outcomes associated with altruism.
